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On behalf of David Vitter f{or 1JS Senate, Senator David Viilter, and William
Vanderbrook, as Treasurcr (collectively “Viner for Senate™), this letter is submitted in response
10 the Citizens for Responsibility and Ethigs in Washington (“CREW™) complaint that has been
captioned by the Commission as MUR 6279. With regards to the inclusion of Vitter for Senate
8s a2 Respondent, the Complaiut provides po evidence whitsoever of a violation of the Federal
Blection Carapuign Act of 1972, as anvendpd (“Act™ =r “FECA”) ant! instead just vecltes the law

Pu 02
- McKenna Long -
Srussels Avoramy ot Law Sap Diego
o 1900 K Sirees, NW » Washingron, DC 20006.1108 San Francisco
Los Angeles Tel: 203496.7500 « Faxc 202496.7756 Washngon, O €.
wwwynckennaiong.com
CHARLESR SPiES EMAL ADORESS
(202) 496-7878 capies@mckennaiong.com
June 8, 2010
2 2 2
-n = ﬂmw
. (=) 23m
Via FacsimiLe: 202-219-3923 om ; _;J;rr's‘
o:! ] g b
Jeff S. Jordan ZmP s
Supervisory Attorney - ‘é‘s::-‘
Federal Election Commission TR e T8
999 E Street, NW = - -
Washingtoz, DC 26463 .?- o
Ro: MUR 6279 - Respondent Vifter for Senate
Dear Mr. Jordan:

regarding reimbuemunt of comributions. This eompiaint conthing no evidence of a vialation of .

law by Viuer for imate, aad pamenuently is facially deficinat an megants 1o Respramicnt Vi
for Scnate and sfionid 'sa pmmptly dismisand.

The Complaint begins with iwo piges of boilerplate description of CREW in which the
organization attempts to establish credibility as a complainant and obscure the fact that they are a
lefi-wing partisan orjanization created ta barass Repnblican officeholders and organizations.
That motivalion is on cvidence with the instant eomplaint, as an organization as expericnced at
filing complaints a1t CREW is most certajnly aware that the only vialation factually alleged in
their complaint is by U.S. Dry Clcaning Corppration and by Mr. Jamal Ogle, an apparently
disgrentied femmy omployse of U.S. Bry Cleanhg. If the Commissien investigates and
confirms re wiiiditr of Mr. Ogie’o accutpiion of réimbrisement for bis annibwiicn, then Vitwer
for Saste wnlid condmme, emis iHiega| aciivioy sl hercby ssquasts mitifiostien faom the
Coatimission of sk deteamination sa thet Vitros fur Senste caa, st that point, proenptly iisgerge
Mr. Ogbe's consbusion.
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CREW lists mulliple contributions from U.S. Dry Cleaning employees made on August
20, 2009 anl implies (bv citing to random previous instances of other corporations engaging in
illegal schemes) that it ix possible that all such employees were reimbursed. That is one possible
interpretition, but such inference is undercut by the New Orleans Times-Picayane article
included s Cumnplainunt Attachmmarit B that notes U.S. Dry Clemning has over 6080 employces, so
just a very sl fraction of them eontributed to Vitter for Senate, and also fhat same article
quotes a Rir. Jesyy Ctir, svhio proudly - and legally - dmmatet! to the Vitter sampitign turing the
sane: 2000 “West Coam fund-raisimy) s{fan,” ss shiting tha be danaind w Vitthr for Senmte
becniten “...He's baan 2 gand Republivan senater.” See Cemplaivant Attechment B a2 page 2.

Inferences and innuendo may make for good press releases for CREW and assist with
their own fundraising efforts with liberal organizations and indlviduals that oppose Sen. Vitter's
principled conservative leadership, but they do not meet the threshold standard for the
Commission to invesﬁg,m respondent Vitter for Senate. Count [I1 of the CREW complaint is the
only section that is relevant to Vitier for Senate, and that section just outlines the 2 U.S.C.
§ a41b(a) amd 11 CFR. § 114.3c) stasutory and regulatory prohfbitions en a candidae or
politcal cevamtitiee Awowingly sscomtey or ssxriving s contribiniew fisen a corporation.
(Emzbasie addwsl.)

No facts have een set forth 1o even allege that Vitter for Senate haswingly accepted a
reimbursed or corporate contribution. The Commission may find “Reason to Believe™ only if a
complaint sets forth sulficient specific facts which, if proven true, would constitute a violation of
the Act. See 11 C.FR. 111.4 (a)(d). In this case, the Complaint only sets forth potential
fmplications and innuendo, and feils to meet the minimal threshold for the Commission to find
“reason to belicve.” In order for Vitter for Sermte to have violated the Act, Vitter for Semate
would have had to have knowingdy accapted a contribution that was reimbursed by a sorporution.
Sex 3 U.3.C. § 441b(a). No facts were even assasted in tie Conplizyrt which wouid psve that
Vitiar for Ssante hasv.ingly eoepmsl such 8 wasritmtinn. To inswatigeie Vitter for Sonate sased
upon & aemplaint filnd by an ideslogical eppanest that is devoid of any emitiame - ax even a
spesific allagmion - of wrangdoing by (3a respondeng would simply constitute bassssment.
Consequently, Vitter far Senate respectfully requests thet the Commission dismiss this
Complaint as regards Respondent Vitter for Senate, and take no further action.
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If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate 10 contact me directly at
(202) 496-7878. Thank you for your consideration in this matrer.

Sincerely,

7B

Charles R. Spics
CRS/elb
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